The past few years has witnessed much debate regarding research practices that can potentially undermine the accuracy of reported research findings (e.g., p-hacking, lack of direct replication, low statistical power; Ioannidis, Munafo, Fusar-Poli, Nosek, & David, 2014; O'Boyle, Banks & GonzalezMule, 2014; Simmons, Nelson, & Simonsohn, 2011) , and some leading journals that publish research in the field of social psychology have made editorial changes to address these issues (e.g., Eich, 2014; Funder et al., 2014; Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 2014) . Pre-registration of study hypotheses and methods has been suggested as one way to enhance the accuracy of reported research findings by making the research process more transparent (e.g., Campbell, Loving & LeBel, in 2014; Chambers, 2014; De Groot, 1956 Krumholz & Peterson, 2014; Miguel et al., 2014; The PLOS Medicine Editors, 2014) . Many journals now have a registered reports section where editors and reviewers focus on the strength of pre-registered methods and data analytic plans to test proposed hypotheses and accept articles for publication in advance of data collection (e.g., Perspectives on Psychological Science). A new journal, titled Comprehensive Results in Social Psychology (CRSP), supported by the European Social of Social Psychology as well as the Society of Australasian Social Psychologists, is the first social psychology journal to publish only pre-registered papers. Are researchers in the field of Social Psychology, however, presently following these suggestions by adopting the practice of pre-registering details of their studies?
There are different ways to answer this question, and the approach I adopted here was to crossreference the current membership of the Society of Experimental Social Psychology (SESP; accessed October 1, 2014) with all current users of the Open Science Framework (OSF; accessed October 1-2, 2014). The membership of SESP was selected to represent the field of social psychology for the following reasons: (1) membership is open to any researcher regardless of disciplinary affiliation, (2) individuals are only eligible to be considered for membership after holding a PhD for five years and following an evaluation by committee of the degree to which their publication record advances the field of social psychology, and (3) there are presently over 1000 members in institutions all over the world. Members of SESP therefore represent a cross-section of recognized social psychological researchers. I selected the user list of the OSF because since its launch in 2011 it has positioned itself as the most recognized third-party website for posting study details in the social sciences.
To conduct the cross-referencing I first recorded all of the names listed in the membership directory of SESP (http://sesp.org/memlist.htm) in a spreadsheet. I then typed each name into the search window of the OSF website (https://osf.io) to identify current user status. If an individual was listed as a user, I navigated to his/her user page to determine (a) the number projects the user has currently posted to the OSF website, and (b) how many of these projects were currently public (i.e., fully accessible by any
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✎ visitor to the site). User status, number of projects, and number of public projects were entered into the spreadsheet. It is important to note that posted projects refer to studies already conducted or currently being conducted given that project details remain on the site over time.
Descriptive analyses revealed that of the 1002 current members of SESP, 98 (or 9.8%) had created accounts on the OSF website. The two highest frequencies were for posting zero projects (i.e., having an account only; 26.5%) and for posting one project (35.7%). The frequencies for posting more than one project then decrease very rapidly. The number of public projects is 44%, meaning that the details of a slight majority of projects (56%) are not publicly available. This is perhaps understandable given that researchers may prefer to wait to share pre-registered study details when a manuscript containing data from a given study has been accepted for publication.
On the one hand it is a positive development to see that in a relatively short period of time (i.e., since 2011) close to 10% of researchers identified by their peers as making significant contributions to the study of social psychology (i.e., members of SESP) have created a user account on the OSF, the most prominent online site devoted to increasing transparency in the research process. On the other hand, over 90% of SESP members currently are not users on the OSF, and the individuals that are users presently post very few projects. It is very likely that the low number of posted projects does not reflect the actual number of research projects conducted (active or completed) in the respective labs of SESP members that have posted projects on the OSF. It can then be concluded that pre-registering of study details is currently a very uncommon practice in the field of social psychology, at least within the membership of SESP, on the OSF. There presently exists a gap, therefore, between the suggestions to pre-register study details to enhance transparency of the research process and the employment of this practice among active researchers in social psychology.
This practice is likely to become more common going forward, but one potential explanation for the low rate of pre-registering study details at this time is the potential concern that it is cumbersome, that not all study hypotheses are established at the time of data collection, and that other researchers may "scoop" posted hypotheses and methods (see Campbell et al., 2014) . To the extent that these pose real risks to researchers adopting pre-registration, the act of pre-registration itself could be argued to hurt the advance of ideas in our field. This argument is largely philosophical at this time given that there is simply not enough empirical evidence upon which to evaluate this possibility.
